, and as a result the most prominent studies of Wikipedia have been those that attempt to determine its correctness relative to traditional encyclopedias (Chesney, 2006; "Fatally Flawed," 2006; Giles, 2005; Rosenzweig, 2006; Stvilia, Twidale, Smith, & Gasser, 2005) .
However, this narrow focus on correctness has only begun to tap Wikipedia's potential for research; in addition to the fact that anyone can edit Wikipedia articles, the site preserves every edit made by every visitor, a structural feature that has led to the creation of a vast repository of revision data. As of yet no study of Wikipedia has considered the body of revision research extant in the field of writing studies. This is unfortunate because the site's features suggest it is a unique source of revision data. Although Wikipedia's roots are in the academic-style peer-review process (Sanger, 2006) , it has evolved a radically open structure, whose internal governance procedures depend on the participation and cooperation of numerous anonymous or semi-anonymous individuals with varying levels of expertise and professional or academic experience. Because of the idiosyncratic features of this writing environment, it is not yet clear how the revision patterns of Wikipedia's editors-in this article I will refer to any user who makes a change to an article as an editor-are connected to the revision patterns that have been noted in earlier revision research. As part of the process of connecting revision research and studies of Wikipedia, in this article I examine the revision histories of 10 articles that were nominated for Wikipedia's highest quality rating in January 2007. In examining these revisions, I hope to discover what roles Wikipedia-specific revisions and revision categories examined in previous studies play in those patterns and to suggest how those patterns are connected to quality writing in the encyclopedia.
The structural arrangement of Wikipedia poses a challenge to the blanket application of this pattern to writing on the site. The revision pattern of experienced authors, who first edit the macrostructure of their texts, then edit the microstructure, simply cannot be found in Wikipedia for three primary reasons. First, even though Wikipedia recognizes "administrators" who have a higher status in the Wikipedia community ("Administrators," 2007) , that status cannot be easily connected to outside definitions of expertise because the online environment enables users to be anonymous or to invent personas. For example, administrator "Essjay" claimed to Schiff (2006) that he was "a tenured professor of religion at a private university" and held a PhD; however, "Essjay" later admitted that "he [had] never taught" and "holds no advanced degrees." In short, although expertise was determined in earlier studies by the authors' credentials, it is difficult to verify the credentials of the encyclopedia's editors. Second, even if the experience level of an author could be determined, the timing of macrostructure and microstructure changes in the pattern is meaningless in Wikipedia. Because the wiki software makes all Wikipedia articles continuously editable, articles have no clear final stage or state, and editors are not bound to make changes to an article by any deadline. In other words, at no time will a Wikipedia article be passed into a state in which changes will no longer be accepted, in which the document is enshrined in some unalterable form, or in which editors can no longer tinker with the text. 3 Wikipedia articles, then, exist in a state of constant flux, in which they are always open to refinement, a situation that makes the application of the first-last pattern impossible. Third, authors are free to download articles and revise them offline, so we have no access to revision practices that occur before revisions are posted to the site. When discussing the revision of "Same-Sex Marriage in Spain," for example, "Dev920" encouraged another editor to "print off a hard copy of the article and read it aloud to yourself, correcting it wherever you find it difficult to read smoothly" ("Featured Article Candidates/Featured Log," 2007) . The absence of information about offline edits makes it difficult to claim any kind of one-to-one correspondence between earlier revision studies and studies of Wikipedia. It is similarly difficult to make connections between definitions of quality in Wikipedia and those used in other contexts. A number of studies have attempted to establish article quality using the revision data offered by Wikipedia (Adler & de Alfaro, 2007; Lih, 2004; Stvilia et al., 2005; Zeng, Alhossaini, Ding, Fikes, & McGuinness, 2006) ; however, it is not easy to show how the methods used in these studies can be connected to either external standards of quality or ones recognized by Wikipedia's users. To date, the most promising measure of quality in the encyclopedia is the Featured Article Class (FAC), a group of articles determined by the community to be the best in the encyclopedia ("Featured Article Criteria," 2007; Huberman & Wilkinson, 2007; Viégas, Wattenberg, & McKeon, 2007) .
Although it is not possible to establish the experience level of editors in Wikipedia to compare with the results of earlier studies or to make strict comparisons between quality writing in Wikipedia and quality writing elsewhere, it is still possible to ask what types of patterns exist in the revision histories of Wikipedia articles and what the relationship is between those patterns and quality writing in the encyclopedia. Specifically, researchers can ask, does quality writing in Wikipedia privilege macrostructure over microstructure revisions? Do Wikipedia's editors make revisions that do not fit in these traditional categories? And what effects do the structure and organization of Wikipedia articles have on these revision patterns? The goal of this study is to answer these questions and to establish some initial conclusions about the patterns of revision that are evident in Wikipedia articles. In the remainder of the article, I provide a short description of how Wikipedia articles are edited, along with the relevant terminology used on the site, and I outline the method by which I collected and coded data for the study. Finally, I provide a descriptive analysis of two representative articles, present and discuss the coding results, and conclude by suggesting some potential areas where additional research is necessary.
Structural Features of Wikipedia Editing a Wikipedia article
Wikipedia's articles can be edited by any visitor, although only registered users can create new articles. To edit an existing article, visitors select the "edit this page" tab located just above the article's title on the left side of the window (see Figure 1 ). Clicking this link takes them to the editing interface (Figure 2 ), which is dominated by two editing windows. The first, larger window (at the center of Figure 2 ) contains an editable version of the article in wiki markup language; in the second, smaller window (near the bottom of Figure 2 ), editors can add a description of the edit. Finally, beneath the second window, there are three buttons that allow the editor to save and publish the page, preview changes, or compare changes with the previous version. Similarly, any visitor to the site can access the complete history of edits that have been made to any article on the site. By clicking on the "history" tab above the article's title (Figure 1 ), users are taken to a page where individual edits are arranged in rows (see Figure 3 ). Entries are listed by the date and time of the edit on the left, followed by the user name or IP address of the editor and links to the editors' "talk" page, where users can discuss edits. Next, the current size of the article is listed in bytes, and some entries include a bold m, indicating that the edits were minor. Finally, there is a description of the edit, including computer-generated editing information (prefaced by an arrow) and often a short description written by the editor and a link to undo the edit.
Wikipedia Policies, Editing Terminology, and Featured Articles
Wikipedia's users have developed a vast number of site rules and guidelines that are intended to standardize article content and maintain article quality (Viégas et al., 2007) . One of the first was the neutrality or "nonbias" policy, now referred to as "neutral point of view," which stipulates that articles must " [represent] views fairly, proportionately and without bias" ("Neutral268 Written Communication research to the site ("No Original," 2007) . In addition, there are formatting policies that govern the structure ("Guide," 2007) and the size and length ("Article Size," 2007) of articles. Wikipedians have also developed a unique terminology for describing their editing practices. One of the most prominent of these terms is vandalism. Vandalism occurs when a user adds information that is not related to the article or that is generally contrary to the goals of Wikipedia (e.g., spammers adding advertisements; "Vandalism," 2007) . Changing an article back to its previous state-after vandalism or any other revision deemed unnecessary-is called a revert. Differentiating articles with similar titles or that cover similar topics, and any other move to clear up confusion caused by similar naming, is referred to as disambiguation ("Disambiguation," 2007) .
Wikipedia also has a hierarchy of article quality, referred to as the "grading scheme" ("Grading," 2007) , in which FAC articles hold the highest rank. According to the FAC criteria, "a featured article exemplifies our very best work and features professional standards of writing and presentation" ("Featured Article Criteria," 2007) . The criteria explain that to reach the FAC, an article must be well written, follow the Wikipedia style guidelines, include images where appropriate, and be neither so long that it is not concise nor so short as to leave out important information (the complete list of FAC criteria can be found in the appendix). The process of attaining FAC includes a nomination procedure for prospective articles, a period of peer review and further revision, and a final evaluation of the article to determine if it deserves FAC status. Although attaining FAC candidacy is a definable goal for the authors of a Wikipedia article, that status, when it is attained, does not carry with it a lasting seal of approval, for articles can (and have) lost this status after attaining it ("Former," 2007) .
Data Selection and Method

Terminology
In this article, I use the term editor to refer to any user who makes a change in the revision history of an article. When appropriate, specific editors will be referred to by their user name in quotation marks ("Essjay") or, for anonymous editors, their IP address (67.135.83.152 ). An individual line in an article's revision history will be referred to as a "revision" or "edit." 
The Data Set
This study examines the revision histories of 10 Wikipedia articles that were nominated for FAC in January 2007. From the group of articles that passed the review process and were promoted to FAC, 5 articles were randomly chosen ("Featured Article Candidates/Featured Log," 2007) , whereas the other 5 were chosen randomly from the group that were denied promotion ("Featured Article Candidates/Archived Nominations," 2007).
The articles in the FAC group covered a wide spectrum of subjects, from the B-17 bomber, to the Paulins Kill region of New Jersey, to 19th-century Russian law. The articles in the non-FAC group were similarly diverse, ranging from pop-culture subjects such as the Grand Theft Auto video game series and the Bollywood film Vivah to more esoteric topics such as the Latter-day Saints' Book of Abraham. Along with the actual revision data, I have made occasional references to the archived discussions of each article's FAC nomination. The complete list of articles is included in Table 1 , along with the date range in which data were collected, the total number of edits made to each article during that time, and the number of unique editors who made changes to the article.
A total of 9,043 edits were made to the articles in the study by 3,307 unique editors. In the FAC group, the mean number of edits to each article was 1,031.4, whereas the mean number of unique editors was 319.6. In the non-FAC group, the mean number of edits was 777.2, and the mean number of editors was 341.8.
Coding Scheme
After the article revision histories were manually entered into a spreadsheet, I coded individual revisions using the categories in Table 2 based on the descriptions of those revisions generated by Wikipedia or provided by the author. Each revision was assigned to only one category. The categories used in the study were based on categories used in earlier studies; following Faigley and Witte (1981) , I use the term macrostructure to refer to "major revision [s] " that "would alter the summary of a text" (p. 404) and microstructure to refer to revisions that, even though they might affect the meaning of a text, "would not affect a summary of a text" (p. 405). In addition, there are categories to account for revision behavior that is peculiar to Wikipedia, such as changes relating to violations of Wikipedia policies and changes that affect the formatting or coding of the article. Finally, there is an "other" category for revisions without a description. Relying on author-or machine-generated descriptions for coding revisions is not a perfect method. It is reasonable to suspect that, when writing, Wikipedia's editors may not be completely aware of every nuance of their revision practices, making their claims about that revision open to question. However, in the case of this study, there are reasons to suspect that the editors' descriptions are reliable enough to make the data here suggestive of broad patterns in Wikipedia revision. First, the data about macrostructure and microstructure revisions can be confirmed by other studies of Wikipedia. Viégas, Wattenberg, and Dave's (2004) quantitative study of changes to Wikipedia articles found that the vast majority of Wikipedia edits are additions and deletions, with very few structural changes, results that are supported by the data in this study. In addition, Wikipedia articles have demonstrated a consistent tendency to grow in size over time ("Bytes," 2007) , a result that would seem to confirm the preference for additions over deletions found in this study. Second, in the case of revisions stemming from Wikipedia policies, it is not necessary for the descriptions by Wikipedia editors to be absolutely correct. Because the goal of this study is only to describe patterns that exist in the revision histories of Wikipedia articles, even questionable edits related to Wikipedia policy are significant as edits that relate to Wikipedia policy. Although those edits may be somewhat inaccurate at a basic level of specificity, at a more general level they show the frequency with which Wikipedia policies, even those in dispute, affect the revision of articles. This fact, coupled with the support of other studies, indicates that this methodology should produce results that are trustworthy enough to achieve the purposes of this study. Although some individual results might be miscoded because of an inaccuracy on the part of the coder or in the author's description, the overall results should be sufficiently accurate to suggest the outlines of revision patterns that exist in Wikipedia.
distribution.
Table 1
List of Articles in Study
Revision Analysis of Two Wikipedia Articles "B-17 Flying Fortress"
The article "B-17 Flying Fortress" was created on January 15, 2002, by "The Epopt." This study includes all edits to the article through May 28, 2007. During that time, the article was revised 1,659 times by 376 unique editors. Of that group, 250 editors revised the article only once, 66 made only 2 edits apiece, 22 made 3 edits, 18 made between 4 and 9 edits, 17 made between 10 and 100 edits, and 3 made more than 100 edits each: "Bzuk" made 134, "Snowmanradio" made 136, and finally "Trevor Machine" made the most edits to the article of any user, with 281. The article was nominated for FAC on January 15, 2007, and was accepted on January 20, 2007.
"The Epopt's" original version of the article consisted of the following two paragraphs and a list of the airplane's "general characteristics":
The B-17 Flying Fortress was the first truly modern heavy bomber and is still one of the most recognized airplanes ever built. It gained its greatest fame for daylight strategic bombings of German industrial targets during World War II.
The prototype of the B-17 first flew on July 28, 1935. Few B-17s were in service when the United States entered World War II on December 7, 1941, but production quickly accelerated. The aircraft served in every WWII combat zone. Production ended in May 1945 after 12,726 aircraft had been built.
Lead. Typical Wikipedia article structure places the article's lead paragraph or paragraphs outside the structure of the article, where they provide a short introduction to the whole. The first of "The Epopt's" original two paragraphs eventually became the outline for the lead, whereas the second became a key paragraph in the article's first section, "Design and Development." Virtually all of the information that is contained in this original version survived to the most recent version in the study, that of May 28, 2007. The general characteristic of editing in the article is the development of its individual elements and the addition of new information. However, even that new information tended to go through stages of exposition and development, with few structural changes.
distribution.
For example, by the time of "Roy Jaruk's" revision of August 12, 2003, the article had acquired six new paragraphs. However, although a few words had been changed in the lead paragraph-"The B-17 Flying Fortress was the first truly modern heavy bomber" was changed to "The 'B-17 Flying Fortress' was the first large, four-engined heavy bomber," with the somewhat vague reference "truly modern heavy bomber" replaced by the more descriptive "large, four-engined heavy bomber"-the second paragraph remained completely unchanged. Both paragraphs retained their position as the first two paragraphs of the article, whereas the descriptive list remained a separate section. This structure remained the same through "Karl Dickman's" revision on August 14, 2004. The lead paragraph was again slightly altered, but the original second paragraph had been extended to two paragraphs (underlined sections appeared in the original version):
The B-17 Flying Fortress was the first mass-produced, four-engine heavy bomber. It is still one of the most recognised aeroplanes ever built. It was most widely used for daylight strategic bombings of German industrial targets during World War II as part of the United States 8th Air Force.
The prototype B-17 first flew on 1935 July 28 as the Boeing Model 299. During a demonstration later that year at Wright Field in Dayton, Ohio, Model 299 competed with the Douglas DB-1 and Martin Model 146. While the Boeing design was obviously superiour, Army officials were daunted by the much greater expence per aircraft. It did not help that the Model 299 had crashed during the demonstration, despite the fact that this crash was due to pilot error. In 1936, only 13 B-17s were ordered, next to 99 B-18s (successor of the DB-1).
The first B-17 went into servise in 1938. By 1941 December 7, few B-17s were in use by the Army. Following the attack, production was quickly accelerated. The aircraft served in every World War II combat zone. Production ended in 1945 May after 12,726 aircraft had been built.
By August 14, 2004, the article had acquired three new lists: "Variants/ Design Stages," which described in bulleted paragraphs the different variants of the plane; "Other Operators," which listed other services using the plane; and "Units Using the B-17," a section which had two subsections, one for the U.S. Air Force, which had no entries, and one for the Royal Air Force (RAF), which had 10. Although the "Variants/Design Stages" list consisted of bulleted paragraphs, the article's editors had made no attempt as yet to organize those paragraphs into a coherent narrative. Instead, each paragraph was a list of production designs of the aircraft (B-17A, B-17B), accompanied by descriptions of those designs, presented in chronological order. The other two lists were much less developed; the first consisted of only two items, whereas the second was merely the RAF units who flew the B-17.
Although the original "characteristics" list retained its character as a list (it was, however, eventually removed from the body of the article and placed in an "infobox" by the lead), these other lists were eventually developed into full sections of prose, being almost completely disconnected from their list origins. For example, by the time of the August 17, 2005, revision, the list of B-17 variants was edited from a list of descriptions to a series of paragraphs with transitions. The bullets were removed, and much of the information covering the various production models of the aircraft was eliminated as well, sacrificing the details of prototype versions (A-E) to focus on the first production version, the B-17F, and the more common B-17G and discussion of two later modifications of the aircraft. Although this section retained its basic form-the same items were kept mostly in the same order-it was modified so that its elements were connected more organically with transitions, and judicious eliminations of extraneous information altered the chronological list of the earlier version. The other lists that were present in the August 14, 2004, revision were similarly modified. For example, the "Units Using the B-17" section was modified to a four-paragraph exposition of the use of the craft beyond U.S. uses in the European theater of World War II. Instead of a list of RAF companies, the difficulties that the RAF had with the craft were described, as were how the Luftwaffe made use of captured B-17s and the acquisition of B-17s by the Israeli Army in 1948.
Compatibility with FAC criteria. It is not possible to claim that the changes described in this analysis were all made so as to make the article compatible with the FAC criteria because of the fact that the FAC criteria were developed during the same period as "B-17" was written. However, it is possible to see in this analysis the development of characteristics in the article that do meet the FAC criteria ("Featured Article Criteria," 2007). As the article developed, the initial paragraphs expanded into a lead section that "summarize[d] the topic," whereas less general sections were incorporated into the body of the piece and "hierarchical headings" organized the structure of the article. The lists were revised into prose, a choice that is undoubtedly a better fit with the "professional standard[s]" of encyclopedia writing called for in the criteria. Overall, the entire piece was edited so that minor information-the complete details of the production stages, the lists of all military units that flew the B-17-included in the original lists and prose sections was eliminated, allowing the article to focus on "major facts and details" without becoming too long to be considered "concise." In the film and entertainment industry visual special effects (or SFX) are used to create effects that cannot be achieved by normal means, such as the appearance of large explosions or travel to other star systems.
The version at the time of this revision read (sections in the original version are underlined), Special effects (SPFX) are used in the film, televsion [sic] , and entertainment industry to create effects that cannot be achieved by normal means, such as depicting travel to other star systems. They are also used when creating the effect by normal means is prohibitively expensive, such as an enormous explosion. They are also used to enhance previously filmed elements, by adding, removing or enhancing objects within the scene.
Jones / Revision in Online Writing 277
The new additions expanded on the topics in the original, adding the misspelled "televsion" as a venue for special effects and the expense of real effects as a reason to replace them with special effects. A new topic was also added, discussing special effects used on previously filmed elements.
During the next 2 years, the article changed very little. By the time of the anonymous revision of February 13, 2006, made by 67.135.83.152 , two clauses appeared in the second paragraph expanding on the descriptions of theater effects and 20th-century photographic effects. Again, the article remained primarily a list of types of effects and the companies that create them. The only substantial addition was a short paragraph on computer effects. Through the final version in the study, that of May 14, 2007, by 66.162.145 .228, the article had collected new sections on the "Developmental History" of special effects, "Special Effects Animation," and "Audio Effects"; however, little effort had been made to flesh out the large lists that continued to dominate the second half of the article.
FAC Criteria
Unlike "B-17 Flying Fortress," "Special Effect" did not pass the FAC nomination process. Based on my analysis, it would appear that one reason for this failure was that, unlike those in "B-17," the lists in the article were never appropriately expanded into prose sections, eliminating "unnecessary detail" ("Featured Article Criteria," 2007) . It would seem that this lack of development could have affected both the content and surface features of the article. In the archived nomination debate, reviewers criticized the article for its poor prose, a lack of detail in its history of special effects, and for ignoring key films that utilized effects. It seems likely that by not developing the lists, as the editors of "B-17" did, the editors of this article left it open to stylistic criticism, whereas the failure to make judicious decisions about what additions and deletions were necessary to properly focus the content of the article were likely responsible for the criticism of the article's content.
In comparing the revision histories of these two articles, then, a general pattern of development seems apparent: Each began as a short article stub that was dominated by lists of information. Over time, both articles followed a general trend of expansion, in which later editors, following the structure of earlier editors' texts, either expanded topics to full paragraphs or eliminated those that were deemed unnecessary. However, the editors of "B-17" appeared to carry out these last two tasks much more effectively than did the editors of "Special Effect." In addition, although the lists in "B-17" distribution. Table 3 Percentage of Edits by Revision Categories for FAC and Non-FAC Groups were expanded into narrative prose sections, those in "Special Effect" were not. Because the patterns of expansion observed in the two articles were otherwise closely related, it is possible that this failure of development was related to the inability of "Special Effect" to meet the FAC criteria.
Coding Results and Discussion
Revision Patterns Across All Articles in Sample
The patterns of development outlined in the analysis of "B-17" and "Special Effect" seem to be typical of all articles in their respective groups. The most prominent pattern in the revision histories of the articles in both groups was the high number of macrostructure edits that were additions of text, compared to deletions and structural changes (see Table 3 ). In the FAC group, 28.5% of edits were additions, compared to 4.4% deletions and 2.4% structural changes. In the non-FAC group 39.5% of edits were additions, whereas 5.6% were deletions and 1.9% were structural changes.
Additions and deletions. There are at least three possible explanations for the high number of additions recorded in this study. The first has to do with the coding system. This study reports a somewhat smaller number of deletions than in other studies that track Wikipedia edits (Viégas et al., 2004) . One possible reason for this discrepancy is that in this study I categorized vandalism and reverts-both editing behaviors that typically consist of deleting text-as Wikipedia policy violations, not as deletions. My reason for doing so is that I do not believe the motivations for either type of revision can be easily reconciled with the traditional category of a macrostructure edit; although both types affect the meaning of the text, the inherent inappropriateness of vandalism and the correcting behavior of reverts both seemed to require more explanation that could be supplied by the definition of a macrostructure edit and thus were an uneasy fit in this category. Previous studies of Wikipedia that merely note whether a particular edit has added or deleted text do not make such distinctions and therefore recorded more deletions.
I believe that the high number of additions found in this study can also be attributed to effects generated by Wikipedia itself. Statistical investigations of Wikipedia articles have noted that they tend to grow in size over time ("Bytes," 2007) , a fact that makes it unsurprising to note that the majority of macrostructure edits were additions. This growth was seen in the analysis of "B-17 Flying Fortress" and "Special Effect," in which the tendency of editors was to expand previously included material; even though deletions were made to the texts, these expansions tended to outnumber those deletions. The growth that the additions support is a major concern for Wikipedians, and site guidelines encourage editors to split large articles into smaller, more specific ones rather than deleting material from them.
4 Therefore, it is not surprising that although some text is deleted from the site, a general characteristic in all of the articles in the sample, and apparently in Wikipedia as a whole, is the dominance of additions of text over deletions.
Structural changes. It is likely that the dearth of structural edits found in this study is similarly affected by Wikipedia's organization. Viégas et al. (2004) point out that early editors of Wikipedia articles appear to have a "first mover advantage" in that their edits persist longer on the site than do later ones. This feature of Wikipedia revision appears to be confirmed by the analysis of "B-17 Flying Fortress" and "Special Effect." In those two articles, later edits tended to expand and develop sections of the article rather than rearrange them. In other words, the "initial text of a page tends to survive longer and tends to suffer fewer modifications than later contributions to the same page" (Viégas et al., 2004, p. 580-581) . This is possibly the result of Wikipedia's structural guidelines, which encourage a short introduction to the article in the form of a lead. Because the original text of an article tends to be a short encapsulation of the subject-in effect, a lead without an article-it is unlikely that that text would later be rearranged.
Vandalism in Quality Articles
Of the FAC articles, 35.3% of edits were classified as macrostructure edits, whereas 29.2% were microstructure (see Table 3 ). The third highest group of edits were those made in response to Wikipedia policy violations, constituting 23.2% of the total, compared to 14.7% in the non-FAC group. At first glance, it would seem easy to suggest that the quality of the articles in the FAC group is connected to the greater attention paid to Wikipedia policies compared with the non-FAC group. However, if the edits to the FAC group articles are separated into two subgroups, the first representing edits made before the articles achieved FAC (pre-FAC) and the second edits made after achieving FAC (post-FAC), this suggestion does not appear credible (see Table 4 ). Although the pre-FAC group showed only 9.4% policy violation edits, the post-FAC group had 39.6% policy violation edits. In some cases, the majority of edits made after FAC status were somehow associated with policy violations; "Immune System" had 76.4% of its edits Table 4 Percentage in this category post-FAC, whereas "Same-Sex Marriage in Spain" and "Regulamentul Organic" had 62.5% and 49.2%, respectively. If policy edits were tied to article quality, it would seem likely that they would be either evenly distributed between the two groups, indicating their connection to quality throughout the revision history of the article, or clustered in the pre-FAC group, indicating their connection to the quality of the article at the time of the FAC nomination. However, the clustering of these edits after the FAC nomination suggests that the vandalism represented by these edits was brought on by the higher visibility of the articles because of their FAC status and the subsequent number of reverts were intended to stabilize the article, per the FAC criteria ("Featured Article Criteria," 2007).
The Quality Demands of Wikipedia
Previous revision research has suggested that there would be more microstructure revision in low-quality articles, but this was not the result that was found in the sample. Like the FAC group, the non-FAC group had more macrostructure than microstructure edits. Surprisingly, articles that failed the FAC nomination process had more than twice as many macrostructure edits as microstructure edits, at 47.0% and 20.2%, respectively. Other key differences between the two groups are that the non-FAC group had fewer policy edits (14.7%, 8.5% less than the FAC group) and more edits that had no description (11.8%, 6.0% more than the FAC group). Seeing as the poor quality of the writing in the non-FAC articles was mentioned in the nomination review for each of the five articles in the group, it seems possible that a lack of thorough stylistic revision played a key role in these articles failing to achieve FAC. This conclusion would appear to be supported by the analysis of "Special Effect." Although the analysis of this article showed that it shared many characteristics with "B-17 Flying Fortress," unlike the latter, the lists in "Special Effect" were never incorporated as prose into the body of the article.
This reaction to the prose quality of the articles in the non-FAC group suggests that the structure and organization of Wikipedia place special demands on its editors' writing. This is likely because of the fact that information is cheap in Wikipedia, owing to the relatively high number of additions of text compared to other kinds of edits. In other words, there is plenty of information to be had, but the ability to stylistically polish that information is comparatively rare. A common complaint for the non-FAC group and at early stages of the nomination reviews for members of the FAC group was that the articles were too "listy"; that is, as with "Special Effect," the information they contained was not styled in an appropriate fashion. The articles in the non-FAC group seem to exhibit a greater lack in surface polish than those in the FAC group, as evidenced by fewer style revisions. The effects of Wikipedia's growth, evidenced by additions to articles and encouraged by the consensus-making features of the site, provide an abundance of "macrostructure" material; however, for articles that are perceived to be of lesser quality, this abundance is not coupled with a similar wealth of stylistic editing.
Conclusion The Future of Revision Research
The results of this study suggest that the connection between a particular process of revision-that of experienced writers who make meaning changes followed by surface ones-and a particular product-quality texts-is not a universal one but rather depends on the structural features of the writing situation in question. That is, it does not necessarily hold for writing outside of the traditional domains of revision studies: academic and business writing. Accepting this conclusion could lead to a reinterpretation of those studies, a reinterpretation that would claim that the inexperienced writers were not writing "poor-quality" texts but were instead writing texts that met the "quality" standards of a different context, possibly that of the grammar-conscious U.S. middle and high school writing curriculum. These results also question the long-held assumption that high-quality writing is created using a process different from that used in poor-quality writing. In the analysis of the revision patterns of "B-17 Flying Fortress" and "Special Effect," it appears that each follows a similar pattern of development, and the difference between the two appears to be that the pattern stalled in "Special Effect" before it could reach its later stages. The high number of additions of text without stylistic revision in the coding results for the other members of the non-FAC group suggests that this conclusion might apply to the group as a whole.
In light of these results, revision researchers must be concerned with the ways in which writers interact with the structural features of their environment. In other words, if it is accepted that particular revision patterns cannot be applied wholesale to all writing situations, accounting for differences in those situations must be a consistent feature of revision studies. To do so, revision studies must use multiple methodologies so that strict textual analysis is always accompanied by other methods that account for structural features, thereby focusing on features of the text that are addressed to specific needs of a writing situation rather than just examining the types of revision being made. With the proliferation of new writing technologies such as wikis and the new writing venues made available by the Internet and other networked technologies, revision research must become invested in a multiplemethod approach if it is to coherently articulate the relationships among revision practices across different writing situations.
Wikis in the Classroom
The particular structural arrangement of Wikipedia, aided by its wiki software, seems to encourage the inclusion of large amounts of basic information-meaning changes-that could be incorporated in the body of the articles. In the case of the FAC and non-FAC groups in this study, all articles appear to avoid the problems faced by poor-quality writing in earlier studies, that of the development of surface features at the expense of adding content. However, those in the non-FAC group appeared to lack effective stylistic revision, implying that what distinguishes quality writing in this context is the presence of stylistic edits. To use an economic metaphor, it could be said that Wikipedia encourages the overproduction of macrostructure edits, making the production of microstructure edits comparatively rare and therefore valuable. If this conclusion is correct, it should encourage a reexamination of the reasons why inexperienced writers in early studies wrote as they did; that is, why did they overproduce microstructure edits and underproduce macrostructure ones? If the overproduction of macrostructure edits in Wikipedia can be associated with that system's structure, one could speculate that a structural feature or features of the U.S. academic system-the site of foundational revision studies-somehow encourages the overproduction of microstructure edits. I have already suggested one possible reason for this-the long dominance of grammatical and stylistic training at the expense of other conceptions of writing in the U.S. school system. This speculation, if true, would suggest a compelling reason for using wikis in the classroom, namely, that the overproduction of macro and micro edits in the respective systems would balance each other out and possibly produce higher-quality writing. However, further research is required to test these hypotheses.
